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too bad we don’t have some of the
money which was worked out on the
$203 billion settlement for the Federal
Government. But I don’t think that is
likely either. Reducing waste, fraud,
and abuse is the most lofty objective
the Congress can articulate. But find-
ing the money to achieve that is so
hard.

While I have worked very closely
with my distinguished colleague from
Iowa, I don’t really think those figures
are realistic. I don’t think we are going
to reduce Head Start. I don’t think we
are going to reduce NIH. But there is a
stick. It is a stick to stay within the
budget limitations.

Among a great many alternatives
which are undesirable, I believe the
pending sense-of-the-Senate resolution
is the least undesirable. So I am going
to support it.

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty-
five seconds.

Mr. SPECTER. Would Senator NICK-
LES like the last word?

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I apolo-
gize to my colleagues for going to the
Finance Committee. I have just a cou-
ple of comments.

I have heard some of the discussion
which said if we enact this amendment,
we will have a 5-percent reduction.
That is not the case. I have heard my
colleagues say the Congressional Budg-
et Office says it. Well, frankly, you get
into descriptions of who is doing the
scoring. If you use the administration
scoring, it is not 5 percent; it is 1 per-
cent. We use some administration scor-
ing, OMB scoring. When we had the
Gramm–Rudman-Hollings law, we used
OMB scoring. They were the ones who
implemented it. We use OMB scoring in
a lot of the bills we have before us. If
that is the case, we are $5 billion off. I
don’t think we have to be $5 billion off.
I think we can, within the last few
bills, narrow it down. We can eliminate
$5 billion of growth in spending. Across
the board won’t be necessary, it
shouldn’t be necessary, if we show just
a little discipline.

I know others on the other side said
we can raise taxes. That may be their
proposal. But it is not going to pass.

Yet I know there is lots of demand
for increases in spending. We are trying
to say we should have some restraint.
The restraint is that we shouldn’t be
dipping into the Social Security sur-
pluses. If we are going to spend Social
Security surpluses, let’s have an
across-the-board reduction—if nec-
essary. I hope it is not necessary. Let’s
do that if necessary to restrain the
growth of spending, so we can ensure
that 100 percent of the Social Security
funds are used for debt reduction or for
Social Security and not used for more
Government spending in a variety of
areas, whether it is defense, Labor-
HHS, or you name it.

I thank my colleagues for their co-
operation.

I yield the floor.
I ask for the yeas and nays on the

amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has expired.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent for 1 minute so
I may respond.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the Senator from Oklahoma stresses
the difference between OMB and the
Congressional Budget Office. It is the
typical preference to use the Congres-
sional Budget Office.

I point out a letter dated October 4
sent to a senior member of our staff. It
says:

Dividing the projected deficit by the avail-
able outlays results in an across-the-board
cut of 5.5 percent.

This is from the Congressional Budg-
et Office. They are the gospel, I think,
when it comes to making decisions in
the Budget Committee.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter be printed in the RECORD, and I
yield the floor.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[Memorandum of October 4, 1999]

To: Sue Nelson, [Democrat Staff—Budget
Committee].

From: Janet Airis [CBO Staff].
Subject: Across-the-Board Cut to Discre-

tionary Appropriations.
This is in response to your request of an

across-the-board cut to FY 2000 discretionary
appropriations. You asked us to calculate an
across-the-board cut that would result in an
estimated on-budget deficit for FY 2000 of
zero, assuming that the current status CBO
estimate (excluding ‘‘directed scoring’’), as
of October 4, is enacted into law. Given your
assumption, our estimate of the projected
on-budget deficit is $19.2 billion. Our esti-
mate of the outlays available to be cut is
$351.7 billion. Dividing the projected deficit
by the available outlays results in an across-
the-board cut of 5.5%.

This calculation is preliminary and done
without benefit of language. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 226–2850.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we
have attempted to set this first- and
second-degree amendment aside, but
we cannot get consent to do that. We
are now seeking unanimous consent to
move to foreign operations. We are
waiting for final clearance.
f

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—S. 1692

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I understand there is
a bill at the desk due for its second
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A bill (S. 1692) to amend title 18, United
States Code, to ban partial birth abortions.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to further reading of the bill at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be placed on the calendar.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Without objection, it is
so ordered.
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 1650 AND H.R. 2606

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we are
trying to move this bill on Health,
Health Human Services, and Edu-
cation. We are seeking short time
agreements so we can finish this bill by
the close of business tomorrow. Sen-
ator HARKIN and I, Senator REID and
Senator COVERDELL’s staff, are trying
to get that done. We have not been able
to move ahead at the moment because
we cannot get consent to set aside the
pending Nickles amendment, second-
degree amendment. We are going to
proceed now to foreign operations. We
have consent on a proposal, which I am
about to make.

I ask unanimous consent the pending
first- and second-degree amendments
be laid aside and the Senate now pro-
ceed to the conference report to accom-
pany the foreign operations bill and
there be 1 hour for debate equally di-
vided; the conference report should be
considered read.

I further ask the votes in relation to
the pending amendment and the con-
ference report occur following the use
or yielding back of the time, and the
votes occur in a stacked sequence with
the second vote to be 10 minutes in du-
ration.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I shall not object, it is my un-
derstanding, then, we would vote first
on the foreign operations conference
report or the amendment of Senator
NICKLES? Which do you want to vote on
first?

Mr. SPECTER. Vote first on the con-
ference report, since we will be taking
that up.

Mr. REID. No objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, there-

fore Senators may expect votes to
occur perhaps as early as 11:45. We have
lost about a half hour waiting for this
transition, so it is my hope that al-
though we have the unanimous consent
agreement for 1 hour, we might accom-
plish the debate in a half hour and fin-
ish at 11:45, where we could then be ex-
pected to proceed to a vote. If the man-
agers insist on taking the full hour,
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then the vote will start at 12:15. But it
is hoped, so we can move this bill
along, to repeat, that we can have the
time yielded back and start the vote as
early as 11:45.
f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order, the Chair lays before the
Senate a report of the committee of
conference on the bill (H.R. 2606) mak-
ing appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses.

The report will be stated.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2606), have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by a majority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
September 27, 1999.)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, with the
permission of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, I ask a quorum call be initi-
ated and the time run equally against
both sides on this conference report.

Mr. SPECTER. Agreed.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senator from Or-
egon be allowed to speak as in morning
business but the time would run
against the underlying agreement on
the foreign operations bill; he be al-
lowed to speak for—5 minutes?

Mr. WYDEN. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s courtesy. If I could have 10, that
would be appreciated. I know this is an
important bill. I do not want to hold it
up.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we need to
get agreement.

The Senator is speaking for 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Oregon.
f

SENIOR PRESCRIPTION INSURANCE
COVERAGE EQUITY ACT

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Nevada who has been
a strong champion of the rights of sen-

iors. He and I serve on the Committee
on Aging.

I take this opportunity this morning
to talk about an extraordinarily impor-
tant issue for the older people of this
country, and that is the need to make
sure senior citizens can get prescrip-
tion drug coverage as part of the Medi-
care program.

I am especially proud that Senator
OLYMPIA SNOWE and I have introduced
what is now the only bipartisan pre-
scription drug bill before the Senate,
and I am hopeful in the days ahead we
can get this legislation before the Sen-
ate and ensure that the millions of vul-
nerable older people in this country get
decent prescription drug coverage
under Medicare.

I believe it is time to get this issue
out of the beltway, get it out of Wash-
ington, DC, and get it to the grassroots
of America. That is why Senator
SNOWE and I have initiated a grassroots
campaign to get prescription drug cov-
erage under Medicare.

As folks can see in the example next
to me, we are hoping in the next few
weeks that senior citizens and their
families from across the country will
send in copies of their prescription
drug bills to their Senators. We think
our proposal, the Senior Prescription
Insurance Coverage Equity Act, known
as SPICE, is the way to proceed be-
cause it is bipartisan, it is market ori-
ented, it gives senior citizens choice in
the marketplace, and uses marketplace
forces to hold down costs for prescrip-
tion medicine.

We use as a model the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Program,
which is what Members of Congress and
their families have as the delivery sys-
tem for health care. If it is good
enough for Members of the Senate,
Senator SNOWE and I believe it is good
enough for the older people of our
country.

We are hoping that instead of this
just being a discussion within the belt-
way, with the various interest groups
on one side or the other lining up, we
hope in the days ahead, as a result of
senior citizens sending in copies of
their prescription drug bills and their
families weighing in with their legisla-
tors, we can get our bipartisan bill
moving.

More than 50 Members of the Senate
have already voted for the funding pro-
posal Senator SNOWE and I advocate.
We propose there ought to be a tobacco
tax to fund this program. We believe
that is only right, because in this coun-
try, more than $12 billion goes out of
the Medicare program each year to
handle tobacco-related illnesses. We
believe there is a direct connection be-
tween the funding proposal we estab-
lish and making sure older people get
this benefit. With more than 50 Mem-
bers of the Senate on record for the
budget vote that Senator SNOWE and I
offered earlier this year, we ought to be
able to build on that vote and actually
get this program added to Medicare.

I am especially pleased the approach
Senator SNOWE and I have taken is one

that can help lower the cost of pre-
scription drug coverage for older peo-
ple. A key part of this debate is cov-
erage, but equally as important is the
need to hold down the costs of these
prescriptions. We are seeing around
this country that the big buyers of pre-
scription drugs—the health mainte-
nance organizations and the large pur-
chasers—get a discount and senior citi-
zens are hit with a double whammy.
Not only does Medicare not cover their
prescriptions, but when a senior citizen
walks into a pharmacy and picks up
their prescription, say, in Arkansas or
Oregon or Maine, they, in effect, are
subsidizing the discounts the big buy-
ers are getting as a result of their mar-
ketplace power.

Some have proposed a system of price
controls, putting Medicare in the posi-
tion of buying up all the medicine and
using that as their idea of holding
down costs. Senator SNOWE and I think
that will end up generating a lot of
cost shifting on to the part of other
people who are having difficulty cov-
ering their prescription drug bills.

We favor a market-oriented approach
along the lines of the Federal employee
health plan. We are not talking about a
price control regime or a run-from-the-
beltway approach to this issue. We are
talking about using marketplace forces
to hold down the costs of prescription
drugs for our older people.

It is especially urgent now. More
than 20 percent of the Nation’s senior
citizens are spending more than $1,000 a
year out of pocket for their prescrip-
tion medicine. We have older people
with incomes of $15,000, $16,000 a year
spending $1,000 or $1,500 each year on
their prescription drugs. Very often
those seniors are not able to pick up a
prescription their doctor phoned in to
their neighborhood pharmacy because
the senior citizen cannot afford it, and
the prescription languishes for weeks
at the pharmacy because they cannot
pick it up.

That is what I have heard from sen-
iors in my State of Oregon. We have
heard from other seniors whose physi-
cians tell them they should be taking
three pills a day and they cannot afford
that, and they start by taking two, and
then they take one. Eventually they
get sicker and they need much more
expensive care.

In fact, the pharmaceuticals now and
the medicines of the future are going
to be preventive drugs. They are going
to be drugs that help lower blood pres-
sure and help us deal with cholesterol
problems. As a result, in the long term,
we are going to save significant dollars
by preventing expensive institution-
alizations and hospital services as a re-
sult of adding immediate prescription
drug coverage to the Medicare pro-
gram. Clearly, this benefit needs to be
paid for.

The proposal Senator SNOWE and I
have offered will generate more than
$70 billion in the next few years to add
this benefit to the program. I am very
hopeful the Senate will move on a bi-
partisan basis to tackle this issue.
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